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Disposition of Claims 

4) I3 Claim(s) 1-18 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 1^6 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^3 Claim(s) 7-18 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 16 March 2005 is/are: a)l3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action has been issued in response to the application filed on March 
16, 2005, wherein claims 1-6 had been cancelled and claims 7-18 are new. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. v 

2. Claims 7, 8, 13, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Mitchell et al. (US 6,574,595). 

As per claims 7 and 13, Mitchell et al. teach a method and speech recognition 
system for translating input data into at least one lexical output sequence; the method 
comprising decoding input data so 

(a) sub-lexical entities represented by the said data are identified by using a first 
model determined by predetermined sub-lexical entities (Col. 3, lines, and 47-54) 

(b) various possible combinations of the said sub-lexical entities are generated, 
as the sub-lexical entities are identified and with reference to at least one second model 
constructed on the basis of lexical entities, including storing a plurality of possible 
combinations of the said sub-lexical entities, the most likely combination being intended 
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to form the lexical output sequence (Col. 3, lines 58-67, Col. 4, lines 2-4 and 6-1 3, also 
Col. 7, lines 15-17). 

As per claims 8 and 14, Mitchell et al. teach the translation method and speech 
recognition system according to Claim 7, further including validating, with reference at 
least to the second model, the storage of a combination (Col. 6, lines 3-5). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 9 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mitchell et al. (US Patent 6,574,595) in view of Garner (US Patent 7,212,968). 

As per claims 9 and 15, Mitchell et al. teach the translation method and speech 
recognition system according to Claim 8 however, they do not specifically mention, 
wherein the validating of the storage of a combination is accompanied by an allocation 
to the combination to be stored of a probability value representing the likelihood of the 
said combination. Conversely, Garner teaches validating of the storage of a 
combination is accompanied by an allocation to the combination to be stored of a 
probability value representing the likelihood of the said combination (Col. 15, lines 16-24 
and 33-35, wherein the point represents the path or combination and wherein the 
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scores or probabilities are stored in a storage associated with the specific point or 
combination.) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used the feature of validating of the storage of a 
combination is accompanied by an allocation to the combination to be stored of a 
probability value representing the likelihood of the said combination as taught by Garner 
for Mitchell's method and speech recognition system because Garner provides an 
apparatus and method for matching sequences of phonemes for the recognition of voice 
or typed queries (Col. 1, lines 13-17), wherein scores are computed for the 
combinations (represented by paths) in order to keep a cumulative score and just add 
the cost of propagating from one point to another for the subsequent combinations (Col. 
15, lines 16-24). 

5. Claims 10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mitchell et al. (US Patent 6,574,595) in view of Garner (US Patent 7,212,968) as 
applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of Nahamoo et al. (EP 0715298 A1 ). 

As per claims 10 and 16, Mitchell et al., as modified by Gamer, teach the 
translation method and speech recognition system according to Claim 9, but they do not 
specifically mention wherein various validation operations relating to various 
combinations relating to one and the same state of the first model are executed 
contiguously in time. However, Nahamoo et al. teach various validation operations 
relating to various combinations relating to one and the same state of the first model are 
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executed contiguously in time (page 3, lines 16-20 and lines 30-33, wherein the 
likelihoods are the validations). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used the feature of various validation operations relating to 
various combinations relating to one and the same state of the first model are executed 
contiguously in time as taught by Nahamoo et al. for Mitchell's method and speech 
recognition system, as modified by Garner, because Nahamoo et al. provides for a 
reduction of search space in speech recognition using phone boundaries and phone 
ranking, wherein the determination of a probability (validation) for each transition (state) 
is made in order to obtain the phone models having the highest label probabilities for 
the labels in the string, which are the most likely phones to have produced the string 
(page 3, lines 27-29). 

6. Claims 11,12, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mitchell et al. (US Patent 6,574,595) in view of Nahamoo et al. (EP 
0715298 A1). 

As per claims 11 and 17, Mitchell et al. teach the translation method and speech 
recognition system according to Claim 8, but Mitchell does not specifically mention 
wherein various validation operations relating to various combinations relating to one 
and the same state of the first model are executed contiguously in time. However, 
Nahamoo et al. teach various validation operations relating to various combinations 
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relating to one and the same state of the first model are executed contiguously in time 
(page 3, lines 16-20 and lines 30-33, wherein the likelihoods are the validations). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used the feature of various validation operations relating to 
various combinations relating to one and the same state of the first model are executed 
contiguously in time as taught by Nahamoo et al. for Mitchell's method and speech 
recognition system because Nahamoo et al. provides for a reduction of search space in 
speech recognition using phone boundaries and phone ranking, wherein the 
determination of a probability (validation) for each transition (state) is made in order to 
obtain the phone models having the highest label probabilities for the labels in the 
string, which are the most likely phones to have produced the string (page 3, lines 27- 
29). 

As per claims 12 and 18, Mitchell et al. teach the translation method and speech 
recognition system according to Claim 7, but they do not specifically mention wherein 
the decoding step uses a Viterbi algorithm applied to a first Markov model having sub- 
lexical entities, under the dynamic control of a second Markov model representing 
possible combinations of sub-lexical entities. However, Nahamoo et al. teach the 
decoding step uses a Viterbi algorithm applied to a first Markov model having sub- 
lexical entities, under the dynamic control of a second Markov model representing 
possible combinations of sub-lexical entities (page 3, lines 41-47, wherein lines 41-43 
describe the first model that outputs the label (or phoneme, or word, or acoustic 
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element) strings which are the ones "aligned" to the second Markov model as described 
in lines 44-47, also page 4, lines 5-11). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used the feature of the decoding step uses a Viterbi 
algorithm applied to a first Markov model having sub-lexical entities, under the dynamic 
control of a second Markov model representing possible combinations of sub-lexical 
entities as taught by Nahamoo et al. for Mitchell's method and speech recognition 
system because Nahamoo et al. provides for a reduction of search space in speech 
recognition using phone boundaries and phone ranking, wherein an input speech signal 
is converted into a label string or sequence of phonemes by a first model, the output 
label sequence is then decoded by matching the label sequence against existing word 
models (second model) using probabilistic algorithms such as Viterbi decoding and 
selecting as a result the combination with the highest probability (page 4, lines 5-6, and 
page 2, lines 37-39). 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Natalie Lennox whose telephone number is (571 ) 270- 
1649. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 9:30 am - 7 pm 
(EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (571 )272-7602. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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